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The manuscript was reviewed by six reviewers: J. Seeman, Q. Liang, K. Shafer, M, 
Parrish, R. Carchman and the Legal department. In additions comments were also 
received from STS vice president Jane Lewis. 

In the revised manuscript additional data has been added to Figure 1 which includes 
regression plots for nitric oxide, nitrogen oxides, lead, pH and the tobacco specific 
nitrosamines NNN, NNK, NAT and NAB. After discussions with the authors it was 
agreed that only R. Carchman would serve as a reviewer for the new r data. 

In the revised manuscript, the authors have within reason incorporated most of the 
changes recommended by the reviewers. The manuscript reads better and flows well. 

Following are a few suggestions that may serve useful: 

• As pointed out previously pH should not he listed as a smoke constituent (see 
tables 3 & 5). 

• On page 19, the authors attribute the high PE values for selective compound in V2 
and V7 [Table 6] to these being all Bright tobacco cigarettes. The above explains 
the high PE values for the phenolic compounds in V2 as bright tobacco yields 
higher amount of phenols but if the above is true why are the PE values for 
phenolic compounds in V7 so low? 

• One of the reviewers had requested for incorporating an explanation for why 
some of the compounds have poor lineality around the low tar values (or Why is 
there is a significant deviance from zero tar). For example if we look at Acrolein 
in Figure 3 and extrapolate the line we would get 0 gg/cig of Acrolein for 0 
mg/cig of tar which is correct. But on the other hand if we extrapolate the line for 
Benzene it would predict a yield of 6pg/cig even in the absence of tar (i.e. 0 
mg/cig of tar) which is unreasonable. 
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• One of the reviewers had recommended that a conclusion section be added to the 
paper. After inspecting the publication guideline for the authors for Food and 
Chemical Toxicology I agree that no conclusion section is required. 

• The format selected by the authors for listing the References does not exactly 

match the format required by Food and Chemical Toxicology. There are also 
some inconsistencies in the way the references are listed within the text egs. Pg 
19,29. 

References (Gardner 2000) and (LGC, 2000B, 2000A, B) associated with 
Table 12 are not listed in the Reference list. Minor corrections are needed. 


After tire authors incorporate the final corrections from R. Carchman, the manuscript is 
approved for publication. 

I would also like to take this opportunity to congratulate the authors on an excellent piece 
of work. It was a pleasure to serve as a review coordinator for this paper. If there are any 
questions or concerns I can be reached at 4-4587. 

Best Wishes, 

Yezdi B. Pithawalla. 
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